1 Many thanks to Henri Theil for stimulating my interest in the formal aspects of this subject matter, leading to Maasoumi (1979) , and to A. Atkinson, J. Foster, A. Shorrocks, the anonymous referees, and Hugo Sonnenschein for many helpful suggestions and criticisms. I retain responsibility for the contents of the paper. where Sr denotes the Nr-vector of relative shares Sir = Si! KSr., for i E tr, and I,(S.) is the multi-dimensional "between" group inequality. The second term of (3) is a weighted sum of "within-group" inequalities, I(Sr). For Theil's two measures (y = 0, -1), however, the familiar weighted averages obtain. In the remainder of this paper our formulae are given for the case of equal population shares-i.e., pi = 1/N. The general formulae in (1) should be noted, however, especially when computing the between-group inequalities. In view of this observation, the following equivalence may be verified for the between-group inequality:
I, (S.-)-IT (t I UN,, /2 UN2,..., lLG UN,).
The right-hand side is the formula given in Shorrocks (1980) , where tr = Z i, Si/Nr and UN, is a vector of ones of length Nr.
In Section 4 we consider the decomposition of I,,(S) by attribute inequalities.
REPRESENTATIONS OF INDIVIDUAL WELFARE
When Si = h(Xi) is interpreted as the actual utility function of an individual, many of the popular (cardinal) specifications in economics can be used in the computations of Section 2. Examples include the CES, Cobb-Douglas, linear and log-linear functions and their "flexible" generalizations. When h( ) is interpreted as the observer's evaluation of individual welfare, a suitable "index" or "aggregator" function needs to be defined. As in all "index number problems," the intended use of the index affects its "ideal" formulation. Since we are concerned with the study of the multivariate distribution of the Xf's, it is reasonable to require the "index" to have a distribution that is as "close" as possible to this distribution. The use of an "index," Si, with the "closest" distribution should entail the introduction of the least amount of distortion in, or divergence from, the distributional 'information" given by the Xf's. Information theory provides some of the more general criteria for the measurement of "divergence" or distance between distributions. Here, we use generalized "information functions" which include the logarithm as a special case. This leads us to the notion of +-entropy; see Burbea and Rao (1982a, 1982b) 
In the multivariate context, property H holds in the sense that I,(S) is unchanged if
all Xif (i.e., Si) are multiplied by the same nonnegative constant. H does not generally hold with respect to each attribute, nor is it necessarily desirable for it to do so.4 This "general homogeneity" property is satisfied, however, by Theil's second measure under Proposition 2 (see (9b)), but not by Theil's first measure even though it is only the latter's weights (Cf's) that fail to be scale invariant. Property S here refers to "vector-symmetry"-i.e., with respect to vectors Xi, i = 1, . . ., N, which are the basis for the ordering in the multi-dimensional case. This property implies that I,( ) of the "welfare matrix" X is the same as that of X = PX, where P is a permutation matrix.
Let the SWF be W = F(S) = W(X). Any F that is nondecreasing, symmetric, and quasi-concave is also Schur-concave, and hence "equality preferring" (Dasgupta et An interpretation of PC is that the linear "aggregate" function, Si = ?f afXif, is chosen with af being the elements of the "first" characteristic vector of the matrix X'X (or x'x, x = (Xf)). Clearly, these weights will be sample-specific and change with X. In our approach, on the other hand, the weights given to attributes may be the evaluator's subjective weights. In empirical implementation of our approach, however, af's can also be selected on the basis of the PC's (e.g. over all samples of iiterest, across populations, or over time), but with any desired functional form for Si. Thys is done in Maasoumi and Jeong (1983) and Maasoumi and Nickelsburg (1983) . In empirical settings the PC method provides a benchmark which, though rather ad hoc and sample-specific cannot be dismissed lightly, especially where market prices for some attributes do not exist. This is so for the applications in Maasoumi and Nickelsburg (1983) and Maasoumi and Jeong (1983) which utilize data on quality of life and basic needs indices. The treatment of stocks (e.g., wealth) and flows (e.g., income) is another example even when "monetization" of attributes is possible. 
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